In this supplemental appendix I first describe the operationalizations and sources for the variables used in the Buhaug (2006) and Huth and Allee (2002) replications. I next define and report a collection of odds ratios for my BIMNL and MNL models, and for my two primary applications specifically. Finally, I present and discuss a series of robustness models and tables that make use of alternative covariate specifications for each application.
Variable Operationalizations
In this section, I first present the variable operationalizations used in my primary (and robustness) replications of Huth and Allee (2002) , and then list the variable operationalizations for my replications of Buhaug (2006) . For each application, this section also presents frequency distributions of my primary dependent variables (Challenger action and Multinomial rebelion)
in Figures A.1 
and A.2.
Variable operationalizations for the Huth and Allee (2002) replication are as follows:
• Challenger action: the dependent variable in the Huth and Allee (2002) replication. This variable captures the decision made by a challenger state with respect to a particular territorial dispute, and can take on three values: 0 for no action, 1 for a call for negotiations, and 2 for an initiation of a militarized interstate dispute (MID). A frequency distribution for this variable is presented in Figure A .1.
• Challenger democracy level: An ordinal variable ranging from -10 to 10, where higher values correspond to more democratic countries, and where the values correspond to the Polity 2 score of the challenger state in year t, taken from the Polity IV project (Gurr, Jaggers and Moore, 1989) and Huth and Allee (2002) • Stalemate: Coded 1 if there was a stalemated round of talks over a given territorial dispute within the past year, and 0 otherwise (Huth and Allee, 2002) • Challenger Democracy × Stalemate: the interaction between challenger democracy level and stalemate
• Ethnic ties: Coded 1 if the challenger had ethnic co-nationals in the disputed territory, and 0 otherwise (Huth and Allee, 2002) • Challenger Democracy × Ethnic Ties: the interaction between challenger democracy level and ethnic ties • Democratic dyads: Coded 1 for challenger-target democratic dyads (based on Polity 2), and 0 otherwise (Gurr, Jaggers and Moore, 1989; Huth and Allee, 2002) • Mixed dyad: Coded 1 for challenger-target mixed dyads (based on Polity 2), and 0 otherwise (Gurr, Jaggers and Moore, 1989; Huth and Allee, 2002) • Non-Democratic State in mixed dyad: Coded 1 if the challenger is the non-democratic state within a mixed dyad, and 0 otherwise (Huth and Allee, 2002) • Common security ties: Coded 1 when challengers and targets hold common security (alliance) ties, and 0 otherwise (Huth and Allee, 2002) • Strategic value of territory: Coded 1 for disputed territories that hold strategic military value (due to location or natural resources that were perceived as valuable to military weapons production), and 0 otherwise (Huth and Allee, 2002) • Challenger involved in other dispute: Coded 1 if the challenger was involved in a separate MID in year t (Jones, Bremer and Singer, 1996) , and 0 otherwise (Huth and Allee, 2002) • Target involved in other dispute: Coded 1 if the target was involved in a separate MID in year t (Jones, Bremer and Singer, 1996) , and 0 otherwise (Huth and Allee, 2002) • Military balance: As described in Huth and Allee (2002, 786) , "the ratio of military capabilities between each state and its adversary and ranges along a continuous scale from 0 to 1. The measure is an average ratio of three separate indicators of military capabilities: (1) total military personnel, (2) military expenditures, and (3) expenditures per soldier. The primary source for data on these indicators is the Correlates of War (COW) data set on national capabilities (Jones, Bremer and Singer, 1996) ."
• Months since last challenge: The number of months since the occurrence of previous activity (talks or MID) with respect to a given territorial dispute (Huth and Allee, 2002) • Contiguity: Coded 1 if challenger and target state involved in a territorial dispute shared direct contiguity, and 0 otherwise (Stinnett et al., 2002) • Ordinal contiguity: For challenger and target, coded 0 if non-contiguous, 1 if separated by 400 miles of water or less (but more than 150 miles), 2 if separated by 150 miles of water or less (but more than 24 miles), 3 if separated by 24 miles of water or less (but more than 12 miles), 4 if separated by 12 miles of water or less, and 5 if separated by only a land or river border (Stinnett et al., 2002) . Variable operationalizations for the Buhaug (2006) replication are as follows:
• Multinomial rebelion: coded from Uppsala/PRIO Armed Conflict dataset, v. 3.0 (Gleditsch et al., 2002) , includes every violent conflict outbreak between governments and opposition groups that resulted in at least 25 annual battle deaths between 1946 and 2004, classifying each conflict as governmental (= 2) or territorial (= 1). A frequency distribution for this variable is presented in Figure A .2.
• Polity t−1 : democracy-autocracy index taken from Polity IV project (Gurr, Jaggers and Moore, 1989) , ranging from -10 to 10 (Buhaug, 2006) • Democracy t−1 : dichotomous, equal to 1 for countries with values of policy greater or equal to 6 and 0 otherwise (Buhaug, 2006) • Anocracy t−1 : dichotomous, equal to 1 for countries with values of policy ranging between -5-to-5, and 0 otherwise (Buhaug, 2006) • GDP per capita t−1 : GDP per capita income, lagged one year, taken from Fearon and Laitin (2003) . • Oil exporter t−1 : Dichotomous, equal to one for countries in which fuel exports exceeded one-third of total revenue, from Fearon and Laitin (2003) .
• Country size: the logged geographical area of a country (World Bank, 2002) • Ethnic fractionalization: Ethnolinguistic Fractionalization index (ELF), with values ranging from 0 to 1, and denoting the probability that two randomly drawn persons in a country belong to different ethnic groups (Fearon and Laitin, 2003) .
• Conflict/independence decay function: halflife parameter denoting the time since previous civil war or country-independence (Buhaug, 2006) • Former colony: binary variable equal to 1 if a country was coded as being a (former) Western overseas colony, and 0 if a country was coded as never being colonized by a Western overseas colonizer, drawn from Hadenius and Teorell (2005) 
Odds Ratios
The outcome stage estimates for the BIMNL model are conditionally distributed MNL (Bagozzi and Marchetti, 2013) . Hence the BIMNL's outcome stage coefficient estimates, like those of the MNL, can be thought of as arising from a log-odds model, where the log of the ratio of two outcome stage probabilities is a function of one's explanatory variables:
ln
As is the case for relative risk ratios in the MNL context, the final quantity (x(β j −β j )) further simplifies to xβ j upon constraining the coefficients of one category (i.e.,β j ) to zero. This implies that one can recover the change in the odds ratio for category j (relative to the baseline category) associated with a one unit change in a given variable x k by calculating exp(β jk ). 1
Similarly, because the BIMNL's inflation stage estimates arise from the logistic c.d.f, exp(γ k ) returns the change in the odds of Pr(Non-Inflation) associated with a one-unit increase in z k .
Hence, tables of exponentiated (inflation and outcomes stage) BIMNL coefficient estimates provide a more interpretable set of quantities (relative to raw coefficient estimates) as (i) the outcome stage odds ratio quantities communicate the change in the odds of seeing outcome j relative to the baseline category given a one unit change in each covariate (conditional on an observation being non-inflated) and (ii) the inflation stage odds ratio quantities communicate the change in the relative odds of non-inflation given a one unit change in a given inflation stage covariate. In Tables A.1-A.2 below, I report these MNL and BIMNL odds ratios, along with their 95% confidence intervals, for each of the two applications reported in the main paper.
Robustness Models
This section discusses a series of robustness models for my Huth and Allee (2002) and Buhaug (2006) replications. Beginning with the robustness models for the Huth and Allee (2002) replication, I present two such models. First, recall that the replication models presented in the main paper for the Huth and Allee (2002) Table   1 ). I therefore replicate a second model specification used by the authors-"Political Accountability Model-Comparing Differences across Dyads" (Huth and Allee, 2002, Table A .3, one can again note that increases in common security ties and months since last challenge each make challengers significantly less likely to be able to challenge the status quo via any means. Next, military balance (in favor of the challenger) and major power are each again positively associated with the probability of non-inflation, in that the BIMNL inflation stage suggests that each covariate makes a challenger more capable of challenging the status quo in some manner-though contiguity continues to have no significant effect in this stage.
Finally, democratic and mixed dyads appear to each be more able to initiate some challenge to the status quo, relative to autocratic dyads, which is consistent with the challenger democracy level inflation-stage findings in the main paper. Hence, as a whole, the BIMNL inflation stage estimates for this application appear relatively stable.
Turning to the BIMNL and MNL outcome stage coefficient estimates reported in Table A .3, the BIMNL estimates for the various democracy and mixed dyad measures appear to no longer exhibit consistent significant effects on territorial talks or MIDs, in contrast to the MNL model estimates. A key exception to this appears to be democratic dyads' significant negative effect on the use of force (relative to status quo) across both the MNL and BIMNL models in Table A.3. These divergences and similarities between the BIMNL and MNL models parallel the findings for challenge democracy level in the main paper to a large degree. Turning back to Table   A .3, many of Huth and Allee's MNL outcome stage controls become insignificant when reestimated with the BIMNL model, including target/challeger involvement in other disputes and strategic value, which is in contrast to the primary BIMNL model reported in the main paper.
Finally, and as was the case for the main paper's BIMNL model, military balance becomes a significant negative predictor of both outcomes in the BIMNL model, in contrast to its MNL estimates. In sum, the outcome and inflation stage results reported for the BIMNL model in Table A .3 reinforce the findings reported in the main paper, in that ignoring baseline category inflation appears to yield biased and inefficient MNL coefficient estimates. Further, the present BIMNL model also reinforces the general stability and robustness of the BIMNL model for this particular application, as the inflation and outcome stage of the BIMNL discussed here are largely comparable to those discussed in the main paper.
Next, I return to my primary replication model for this application (i.e., "Political Accountability Model-Comparing Differences across Regimes" (Huth and Allee, 2002, Table 1) ) and
re-estimate this model with a different inflation stage measure of contiguity, specifically an ordinal contiguity measure (operationalized above). Recall that the binary inflation stage contiguity measure failed to achieve significance in my main paper's analysis. This is somewhat surprising 2 as past studies of inflation processes in interstate conflict have found non-contiguity to induce an inflation-like effect among peace-observations (Xiang, 2010; Bagozzi et al., 2014) .
Thus, the inclusion of an alternate contiguity measure both allows me to further test for the potential inflation-inducing effects of (non)-contiguity on conflict and talks, as well as to further demonstrate that my main replication model's results are generally robust to alternate inflation stage specifications. Doing so in Table A .4 below, I find that (i) ordinal contiguity is again insignificant and (ii) virtually all of the inflation and outcome stage estimates remain unchanged relative to the primary replication model reported in the main paper. Hence, contiguity does not appear to have an inflation inducing effect on challenger actions with respect to territorial dis- I next present a pair of robustness models for the Buhaug (2006) replication, so as to further demonstrate the stability of the BIMNL model and its estimates in this particular application. The first robustness model replicates the primary MNL and BIMNL models presented in my main paper, while including a more limited number of variables within the inflation stage. Turning to this smaller BIMNL specification (Table A .5)-which now omits Oil exporter t−1 from the inflation stage-one can note a number of similarities and differences. For instance, GDP Per Capita t−1 continues to exert a positive effect on each type of rebellion, but is no longer a statistically significant predictor of inflation. On the other hand, country Size (log) and Ethnic Fractionalization exhibit comparable effects to those reported in the main paper's BIMNL model. Examining the inflation stage more closely, Decay Function remains a significant positive predictor of inflation, whereas Polity t−1 is now also a significant positive predictor of inflation, suggesting that more democratic countries are more likely to be able to experience some degree of civil conflict. Finally, and perhaps as consequence of this latter effect, democracy is now a significant negative predictor of governmental rebellion (relative to peace), once one has conditioned on a country's baseline ability to experience any degree of rebellion. In sum, the similarities and differences exhibited for this comparison suggest that the Buhaug (2006) replication's BIMNL results are somewhat sensitive to inflation stage specification, which is consistent with the mixed model fit statistic-results that I find for the BIMNL model in this application in the main paper.
To further examine these conclusions, I re-estimate my primary Buhaug (2006) replication models, this time with a larger BIMNL inflation stage specification than that which was used in the main paper's BIMNL replication. Specifically, I add a dichotomous former colony variable (operationalized above) to my inflation stage to further identify this stage. Former colonies (especially when compared with most advanced developed democracies) may possess poorer institutions, higher levels of poverty, and lower overall state capacity which may make such countries comparatively more able to experience civil war of any kind, though it is unlikely that this factor alone directly causes either territorial or governmental rebellion against domestic governments. Table A .6, all outcome stage results in this case are comparable to the main paper's BIMNL model in signs and statistical significance-levels. The same can be said of the inflation stage covariates, with the exception of Polity t−1 which is now marginally significant and positive in Table A .6 (implying that increases in democracy makes a country more able to experience civil war). Similarly, former colony is positive and marginally significant in Table A .6's inflation stage, intuitively implying that former colonies are more predisposed to have some form of civil war than are non-colonies. Taken together, these results suggest that the above conclusions with respect to the non-robustness of this particular BIMNL model application may have been overstated, as in the case of this larger robustness model, the BIMNL's results are near identical to those reported in the main paper. 
